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Foreword

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is charged by Congress with protecting the nation’s
natural resources. Under the mandate of national environmental laws, the Agency strives to formulate
and implement actions leading to a compatible balance between human activities and the ability of natural
systems to support and nurture life. To meet this mandate, EPA’s Office of Research and Development
(ORD) provides data and scientific support that can be used to solve environmental problems, build the
scientific knowledge base needed to manage ecological resources wisely, understand how pollutants
affect public health, and prevent or reduce environmental risks.

The National Exposure Research Laboratory is the Agency’s center for investigation of technical and
management approaches for identifying and quantifying risks to human health and the environment.
Goals of the laboratory’s research program are to (1) develop and evaluate methods and technologies for
characterizing and monitoring air, soil, and water; (2) support regulatory and policy decisions; and

(3) provide the scientific support needed to ensure effective implementation of environmental regulations
and strategies.

EPA’s Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation (SITE) Program evaluates technologies designed for
characterization and remediation of contaminated Superfund and Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) sites. The SITE Program was created to provide reliable cost and performance data to speed
acceptance and use of innovative remediation, characterization, and monitoring technologies by the
regulatory and user community.

Effective monitoring and measurement technologies are needed to assess the degree of contamination at a
site, provide data that can be used to determine the risk to public health or the environment, and monitor
the success or failure of a remediation process. One component of the EPA SITE Program, the
Monitoring and Measurement Technology (MMT) Program, demonstrates and evaluates innovative
technologies to meet these needs.

Candidate technologies can originate within the federal government or the private sector. Through the
SITE Program, developers are given an opportunity to conduct a rigorous demonstration of their
technologies under actual field conditions. By completing the demonstration and distributing the results,
the Agency establishes a baseline for acceptance and use of these technologies. The MMT Program is
managed by ORD’s Environmental Sciences Division in Las Vegas, Nevada.

Gary Foley, Ph.D.

Director

National Exposure Research Laboratory
Office of Research and Development
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Abstract

The Innov-X XT400 Series (XT400) x-ray fluorescence (XRF) analyzer was demonstrated under the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation (SITE)
Program. The field portion of the demonstration was conducted in January 2005 at the Kennedy Athletic,
Recreational and Social Park (KARS) at Kennedy Space Center on Merritt Island, Florida. The
demonstration was designed to collect reliable performance and cost data for the XT400 analyzer and
seven other commercially available XRF instruments for measuring trace elements in soil and sediment.
The performance and cost data were evaluated to document the relative performance of each XRF
instrument.

This innovative technology verification report describes the objectives and the results of that evaluation
and serves to verify the performance and cost of the XT400 analyzer. Separate reports have been
prepared for the other XRF instruments that were evaluated as part of the demonstration.

The objectives of the evaluation included determining each XRF instrument’s accuracy, precision, sample
throughput, and tendency for matrix effects. To fulfill these objectives, the field demonstration
incorporated the analysis of 326 prepared samples of soil and sediment that contained 13 target elements.
The prepared samples included blends of environmental samples from nine different sample collection
sites as well as spiked samples with certified element concentrations. Accuracy was assessed by
comparing the XRF instrument’s results with data generated by a fixed laboratory (the reference
laboratory). The reference laboratory performed element analysis using acid digestion and inductively
coupled plasma — atomic emission spectrometry (ICP-AES), in accordance with EPA Method
3050B/6010B, and using cold vapor atomic absorption (CVAA) spectroscopy for mercury only, in
accordance with EPA Method 7471A.

The Innov-X XT400 portable XRF analyzer features a miniature, rugged x-ray tube excitation source for
analyzing a wide variety of elements and sample materials, including alloys, environmental solids, and
other analytical samples. The x-ray tube source and Light Element Analysis Program (LEAP) technology
analyzes elements that would require three isotope sources in an isotope-based XRF analyzer. Other
features of the XT400 include: multiple x-ray beam filters, multiple calibration methods, and adjustable
tube voltages and currents.

The analyzer weighs 4.5 pounds and can be powered in the field with a lithium-ion battery or 110-volt
alternating current (AC). The XT400 XRF analyzer utilizes a Hewlett-Packard (HP) iPAQ personal data
assistant (PDA) for data storage of up to 10,000 tests with spectra in its 64 megabyte memory. The iPAQ
has a color, high resolution display with variable backlighting and can be fitted with Bluetooth® wireless
printing and data downloading, an integrated bar-code reader, and wireless data and file transfer
accessories. The XT400 analyzer can analyze elements from potassium to uranium in suites of 25
elements simultaneously.

This report describes the results of the evaluation of the XT400 analyzer based on the data obtained
during the demonstration. The method detection limits, accuracy, and precision of the instrument for each
of the 13 target analytes are presented and discussed. The cost of element analysis using the XT400
analyzer is compiled and compared to both fixed laboratory costs and average XRF instrument costs.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
Office of Research and Development (ORD)
conducted a demonstration to evaluate the
performance of innovative x-ray fluorescence (XRF)
technologies for measuring trace elements in soil and
sediment. The demonstration was conducted as part
of the EPA Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation (SITE) Program.

Eight field-portable XRF instruments, which were
provided and operated by six XRF technology
developers, were evaluated as part of the
demonstration. Each of these technology developers
and their instruments are listed in Table 1-1. The
technology developers brought each of these
instruments to the demonstration site during the field
portion of the demonstration. The instruments were
used to analyze a total of 326 prepared soil and
sediment samples that contained 13 target elements.
The same sample set was analyzed by a fixed
laboratory (the reference laboratory) using
established EPA reference methods. The results
obtained using each XRF instrument in the field were
compared with the results obtained by the reference
laboratory to assess instrument accuracy. The results
of replicate sample analysis were utilized to assess
the precision and the detection limits that each XRF
instrument could achieve. The results of these

evaluations, as well as technical observations and
cost information, were then documented in an
Innovative Technology Verification Report (ITVR)
for each instrument.

This ITVR documents EPA’s evaluation of the
Innov-X XT400 Series XRF analyzer based on the
results of the demonstration.

1.1 Organization of this Report

This report is organized to first present general
information pertinent to the demonstration. This
information is common to all eight ITVRs that were
developed from the XRF demonstration.

Specifically, this information includes an
introduction (Chapter 1), the locations where the field
samples were collected (Chapter 2), the field
demonstration (Chapter 3), the evaluation design
(Chapter 4), and the reference laboratory results
(Chapter 5).

The second part of this report provides information
relevant to the specific instrument that is the subject
of this ITVR. This information includes a description
of the instrument (Chapter 6), a performance
evaluation (Chapter 7), a cost analysis (Chapter 8),
and a summary of the demonstration results (Chapter
9).

Table 1-1. Participating Technology Developers and Instruments

Developer Full Name Distributor in the Developer Short | Instrument Full Instrument Short
United States Name Name Name

Elvatech, Ltd. Xcalibur XRF Services | Xcalibur ElvaX ElvaX
Innov-X Systems Innov-X Systems Innov-X XT400 Series XT400
NITON Analyzers, A NITON Analyzers, A Niton XLt 700 Series XLt
Division of Thermo Division of Thermo XLi 700 Series XLi
Electron Corporation Electron Corporation
Oxford Instruments Oxford Instruments Oxford X-Met 3000 TX X-Met
Analvytical, Ltd. Analytical, Ltd. ED2000 ED2000
Rigaku, Inc. Rigaku, Inc. Rigaku ZSX Mini 11 ZSX Mini 11
RONTEC AG (acquired RONTEC USA Rontec PicoTAX PicoTAX
by Bruker AXS, 11/2005)




References are provided in Chapter 10. A
verification statement for the instrument is provided
as Appendix A. Comments from the instrument
developer on the demonstration and any exceptions to
EPA’s evaluation are presented in Appendix B.
Appendices C, D, and E contain the data validation
summary report for the reference laboratory data and
detailed evaluations of instrument versus reference
laboratory results.

1.2 Description of the SITE Program

Performance verification of innovative environmental
technologies is an integral part of EPA’s regulatory
and research mission. The SITE Program was
established by the EPA Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response and ORD under the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. The
overall goal of the SITE Program is to conduct
performance verification studies and to promote
acceptance of innovative technologies that may be
used to achieve long-term protection of human health
and the environment. The program is designed to
meet three primary objectives: (1) identify and
remove obstacles to development and commercial
use of innovative technologies; (2) demonstrate
promising innovative technologies and gather reliable
information on performance and cost to support site
characterization and cleanup; and (3) maintain an
outreach program to operate existing technologies
and identify new opportunities for their use.
Additional information on the SITE Program is
available on the EPA ORD web site
(www.epa.gov/ord/SITE).

The intent of a SITE demonstration is to obtain
representative, high-quality data on the performance
and cost of one or more innovative technologies so
that potential users can assess a technology’s
suitability for a specific application. The SITE
Program includes the following program elements:

e Monitoring and Measurement Technology
(MMT) Program — Evaluates technologies that
sample, detect, monitor, or measure hazardous
and toxic substances. These technologies are
expected to provide better, faster, or more cost-
effective methods for producing real-time data
during site characterization and remediation
studies than can conventional technologies.

e Remediation Technology Program —
Demonstrates innovative treatment technologies
to provide reliable data on performance, cost, and
applicability for site cleanups.

e Technology Transfer Program — Provides and
disseminates technical information in the form of
updates, brochures, and other publications that
promote the SITE Program and the participating
technologies.

The demonstration of XRF instruments was
conducted as part of the MMT Program, which is
administered by the Environmental Sciences Division
(ESD) of the National Exposure Research Laboratory
(NERL) in Las Vegas, Nevada. Additional
information on the NERL ESD is available on the
EPA web site (www.epa.gov/nerlesdl/). Tetra Tech
EM Inc. (Tetra Tech), an EPA contractor, provided
comprehensive technical support to the
demonstration.

1.3 Scope of the Demonstration

Conventional analytical methods for measuring the
concentrations of inorganic elements in soil and
sediment are time-consuming and costly. For this
reason, field-portable XRF instruments have been
proposed as an alternative approach, particularly
where rapid and cost-effective assessment of a site is
a goal. The use of a field XRF instrument for
elemental analysis allows field personnel to quickly
assess the extent of contamination by target elements
at a site. Furthermore, the near instantaneous data
provided by field-portable XRF instruments can be
used to quickly identify areas where there may be
increased risks and allow development of a more
focused and cost-effective sampling strategy for
conventional laboratory analysis.

EPA-sponsored demonstrations of XRF technologies
have been under way for more than a decade. The
first SITE MMT demonstration of XRF occurred in
1995, when six instruments were evaluated for their
ability to analyze 10 target elements. The results of
this demonstration were published in individual
reports for each instrument (EPA 1996a, 1996b,
1998a, 1998b, 1998c, and 1998d). In 2003, two XRF
instruments were included in a demonstration of field
methods for analysis of mercury in soil and sediment.



Individual ITVRs were also prepared for each of
these two instruments (EPA 2004a, 2004b).

Although XRF spectrometry is now considered a
mature technology for elemental analysis, field-
portable XRF instruments have evolved considerably
over the past 10 years, and many of the instruments
that were evaluated in the original demonstration are
no longer manufactured. Advances in electronics and
data processing, coupled with new x-ray tube source
technology, have produced substantial improvements
in the precision and speed of XRF analysis. The
current demonstration of XRF instruments was
intended to evaluate these new technologies, with an
expanded set of target elements, to provide
information to potential users on current state-of-the-
art instrumentation and its associated capabilities.

During the demonstration, performance data
regarding each field-portable XRF instrument were
collected through analysis of a sample set that
included a broad range of soil/sediment types and
target element concentrations. To develop this
sample set, soil and sediment samples that contain the
target elements of concern were collected in bulk
quantities at nine sites from across the U.S. These
bulk samples of soil and sediment were
homogenized, characterized, and packaged into
demonstration samples for the evaluation. Some of
the batches of soil and sediment were spiked with
selected target elements to ensure that representative
concentration ranges were included for all target
elements and that the sample design was robust.
Replicate samples of the material in each batch were
included in the final set of demonstration samples to
assess instrument precision and detection limits. The
final demonstration sample set therefore included 326
samples.

Each developer analyzed all 326 samples during the
field demonstration using its XRF instrument and in
accordance with its standard operating procedure.
The field demonstration was conducted during the
week of January 24, 2005, at the Kennedy Athletic,
Recreational and Social (KARS) Park, which is part
of the Kennedy Space Center on Merritt Island,
Florida. Observers were assigned to each XRF
instrument during the field demonstration to collect
detailed information on the instrument and operating
procedures, including sample processing times, for

subsequent evaluation. The reference laboratory also
analyzed a complete set of the demonstration samples
for the target elements using acid digestion and
inductively coupled plasma-atomic emission
spectrometry (ICP-AES), in accordance with EPA
Method 3050B/6010B, and using cold vapor atomic
absorption (CVAA) spectroscopy (for mercury only)
in accordance with EPA Method 7471A. By
assuming that the results from the reference
laboratory were essentially “true” values, instrument
accuracy was assessed by comparing the results
obtained using the XRF instrument with the results
from the reference laboratory. The data obtained
using the XRF instrument were also assessed in other
ways, in accordance with the objectives of the
demonstration, to provide information on instrument
precision, detection limits, and interferences.

14 General Description of XRF Technology

XRF spectroscopy is an analytical technique that
exposes a solid sample to an x-ray source. The x-
rays from the source have the appropriate excitation
energy that causes elements in the sample to emit
characteristic x-rays. A qualitative elemental
analysis is possible from the characteristic energy, or
wavelength, of the fluorescent x-rays emitted. A
quantitative elemental analysis is possible by
counting the number (intensity) of x-rays at a given
wavelength.

Three electron shells are generally involved in
emissions of x-rays during XRF analysis of samples:
the K, L, and M shells. Multiple-intensity peaks are
generated from the K, L, or M shell electrons in a
typical emission pattern, also called an emission
spectrum, for a given element. Most XRF analysis
focuses on the x-ray emissions from the K and L
shells because they are the most energetic lines. K
lines are typically used for elements with atomic
numbers from 11 to 46 (sodium to palladium), and L
lines are used for elements above atomic number 47
(silver). M-shell emissions are measurable only for
metals with an atomic number greater than 57
(lanthanum).

As illustrated in Figure 1-1, characteristic radiation
arises when the energy from the x-ray source exceeds
the absorption edge energy of inner-shell electrons,
ejecting one or more electrons. The vacancies are



filled by electrons that cascade in from the outer
shells. The energy states of the electrons in the outer
shells are higher than those of the inner-shell
electrons, and the outer-shell electrons emit energy in
the form of x-rays as they cascade down. The energy
of this x-ray radiation is unique for each element.

An XRF analyzer consists of three major
components: (1) a source that generates x-rays (a
radioisotope or x-ray tube); (2) a detector that
converts x-rays emitted from the sample into
measurable electronic signals; and (3) a data
processing unit that records the emission or
fluorescence energy signals and calculates the
elemental concentrations in the sample.

Ejected K-shell electron g3

\Incident radiation

Shells B3 L-shell electron
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Kgx-ray Emitted

M-shell electron
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Figure 1-1. The XRF process.

Measurement times vary (typically ranging from 30
to 600 seconds), based primarily on data quality
objectives. Shorter analytical measurement times (30
seconds) are generally used for initial screening,
element identification, and hot-spot delineation,
while longer measurement times (300 seconds or
more) are typically used to meet higher goals for
precision and accuracy. The length of the measuring
time will also affect the detection limit; generally, the
longer the measuring time, the lower the detection
limit. However, detection limits for individual
elements may be reduced because of sample
heterogeneity or the presence of other elements in the
sample that fluoresce with similar x-ray energies.

The main variables that affect precision and accuracy
for XRF analysis are:

1. Physical matrix effects (variations in the physical
character of the sample).

2. Chemical matrix effects (absorption and
enhancement phenomena) and Spectral
interferences (peak overlaps).

3. Moisture content above 10 percent, which affects
X-ray transmission.

Because of these variables, it is important that each
field XRF characterization effort be guided by a well-
considered sampling and analysis plan. Sample
preparation and homogenization, instrument
calibration, and laboratory confirmation analysis are
all important aspects of an XRF sampling and
analysis plan. EPA SW-846 Method 6200 provides
additional guidance on sampling and analytical
methodology for XRF analysis.

1.5 Properties of the Target Elements

This section describes the target elements selected for
the technology demonstration and the typical
characteristics of each. Key criteria used in selecting
the target elements included:

o The frequency that the element is determined in
environmental applications of XRF instruments.

o The extent that the element poses an
environmental consequence, such as a potential
risk to human or environmental receptors.

e The ability of XRF technology to achieve
detection limits below typical remediation goals
and risk assessment criteria.

e  The extent that the element may interfere with

the analysis of other target elements.

In considering these criteria, the critical target
elements selected for this study were antimony,
arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead,
mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, vanadium, and
zinc. These 13 target elements are of significant
concern for site cleanups and human health risk
assessments because most are highly toxic or
interfere with the analysis of other elements. The
demonstration therefore focused on the analysis of
these 13 elements in evaluating the various XRF
instruments.



1.5.1 Antimony

Naturally occurring antimony in surface soils is
typically found at less than 1 to 4 milligrams per
kilogram (mg/kg). Antimony is mobile in the
environment and is bioavailable for uptake by plants;
concentrations greater than 5 mg/kg are potentially
phytotoxic, and concentrations above 31 mg/kg in soil
may be hazardous to humans. Antimony may be
found along with arsenic in mine wastes, at shooting
ranges, and at industrial facilities. Typical detection
limits for field-portable XRF instruments range from
10 to 40 mg/kg. Antimony is typically analyzed with
success by ICP-AES; however, recovery of antimony
in soil matrix spikes is often below quality control
(QC) limits (50 percent or less) as a result of loss
through volatilization during acid digestion.
Therefore, results using ICP-AES may be lower than
are obtained by XRF.

1.5.2 Arsenic

Naturally occurring arsenic in surface soils typically
ranges from 1 to 50 mg/kg; concentrations above 10
mg/kg are potentially phytotoxic. Concentrations of
arsenic greater than 0.39 mg/kg may cause
carcinogenic effects in humans, and concentrations
above 22 mg/kg may result in adverse
noncarcinogenic effects. Typical detection limits for
field-portable XRF instruments range from 10 to 20
mg/kg arsenic. Elevated concentrations of arsenic are
associated with mine wastes and industrial facilities.
Arsenic is successfully analyzed by ICP-AES;
however, spectral interferences between peaks for
arsenic and lead can affect detection limits and
accuracy in XRF analysis when the ratio of lead to
arsenic is 10 to 1 or more. Risk-based screening
levels and soil screening levels for arsenic may be
lower than the detection limits of field-portable XRF
instruments.

1.5.3 Cadmium

Naturally occurring cadmium in surface soils
typically ranges from 0.6 to 1.1 mg/kg;
concentrations greater than 4 mg/kg are potentially
phytotoxic. Concentrations of cadmium that exceed
37 mg/kg may result in adverse effects in humans.
Typical detection limits for field-portable XRF
instruments range from 10 to 50 mg/kg. Elevated

concentrations of cadmium are associated with mine
wastes and industrial facilities. Cadmium is
successfully analyzed by both ICP-AES and field-
portable XRF; however, action levels for cadmium
may be lower than the detection limits of field-
portable XRF instruments.

1.5.4 Chromium

Naturally occurring chromium in surface soils
typically ranges from 1 to 1,000 mg/kg;
concentrations greater than 1 mg/kg are potentially
phytotoxic, although specific phytotoxicity levels for
naturally occurring chromium have not been
documented. The variable oxidation states of
chromium affect its behavior and toxicity.
Concentrations of hexavalent chromium above 30
mg/kg and of trivalent chromium above 10,000
mg/kg may cause adverse health effects in humans.
Typical detection limits for field-portable XRF
instruments range from 10 to 50 mg/kg. Hexavalent
chromium is typically associated with metal plating
or other industrial facilities. Trivalent chromium
may be found in mine waste and at industrial
facilities. Neither ICP-AES nor field-portable XRF
can distinguish between oxidation states for
chromium (or any other element).

1.5.5 Copper

Naturally occurring copper in surface soils typically
ranges from 2 to 100 mg/kg; concentrations greater
than 100 mg/kg are potentially phytotoxic.
Concentrations greater than 3,100 mg/kg may result
in adverse health effects in humans. Typical
detection limits for field-portable XRF instruments
range from 10 to 50 mg/kg. Copper is mobile and is
a common contaminant in soil and sediments.
Elevated concentrations of copper are associated with
mine wastes and industrial facilities. Copper is
successfully analyzed by ICP-AES and XRF;
however, spectral interferences between peaks for
copper and zinc may affect the detection limits and
accuracy of the XRF analysis.

1.5.6 Iron

Although iron is not considered an element that poses
a significant environmental consequence, it interferes
with measurement of other elements and was



therefore included in the study. Furthermore, iron is
often used as a target reference element in XRF
analysis.

Naturally occurring iron in surface soils typically
ranges from 7,000 to 550,000 mg/kg, with the iron
content originating primarily from parent rock.
Typical detection limits for field-portable XRF
instruments are in the range of 10 to 60 mg/kg. Iron
is easily analyzed by both ICP-AES and XRF;
however, neither technique can distinguish among
iron species in soil. Although iron in soil may pose
few environmental consequences, high levels of iron
may interfere with analyses of other elements in both
techniques (ICP-AES and XRF). Spectral
interference from iron is mitigated in ICP-AES
analysis by applying inter-element correction factors,
as required by the analytical method. Differences in
analytical results between ICP-AES and XRF for
other target elements are expected when
concentrations of iron are high in the soil matrix.

1.5.7 Lead

Naturally occurring lead in surface soils typically
ranges from 2 to 200 mg/kg; concentrations greater
than 50 mg/kg are potentially phytotoxic.
Concentrations greater than 400 mg/kg may result in
adverse effects in humans. Typical detection limits
for field-portable XRF instruments range from 10 to
20 mg/kg. Lead is a common contaminant at many
sites, and human and environmental exposure can
occur through many routes. Lead is frequently found
in mine waste, at lead-acid battery recycling
facilities, at oil refineries, and in lead-based paint.
Lead is successfully analyzed by ICP-AES and XRF;
however, spectral interferences between peaks for
lead and arsenic in XRF analysis can affect detection
limits and accuracy when the ratio of arsenic to lead
is 10 to 1 or more. Differences between ICP-AES
and XRF results are expected in the presence of high
concentrations of arsenic, especially when the ratio of
lead to arsenic is low.

1.5.8 Mercury

Naturally occurring mercury in surface soils typically
ranges from 0.01 to 0.3 mg/kg; concentrations greater
than 0.3 mg/kg are potentially phytotoxic.

Concentrations of mercury greater than 23 mg/kg and

concentrations of methyl mercury above 6.1 mg/kg
may result in adverse health effects in humans.
Typical detection limits for field-portable XRF
instruments range from 10 to 20 mg/kg. Elevated
concentrations of mercury are associated with
amalgamation of gold and with mine waste and
industrial facilities. Native surface soils are
commonly enriched by anthropogenic sources of
mercury. Anthropogenic sources include coal-fired
power plants and metal smelters. Mercury is too
volatile to withstand both the vigorous digestion and
extreme temperature involved with ICP-AES
analysis; therefore, the EPA-approved technique for
laboratory analysis of mercury is CVAA
spectroscopy. Mercury is successfully measured by
XRF, but differences between results obtained by
CVAA and XRF are expected when mercury levels
are high.

1.5.9 Nickel

Naturally occurring nickel in surface soils typically
ranges from 5 to 500 mg/kg; a concentration of 30
mg/kg is potentially phytotoxic. Concentrations
greater than 1,600 mg/kg may result in adverse health
effects in humans. Typical detection limits for field-
portable XRF instruments range from 10 to 60
mg/kg. Elevated concentrations of nickel are
associated with mine wastes and industrial facilities.
Nickel is a common environmental contaminant at
metal processing sites. It is successfully analyzed by
both ICP-AES and XRF with little interference;
therefore, a strong correlation between the methods is
expected.

1.5.10 Selenium

Naturally occurring selenium in surface soils
typically ranges from 0.1 to 2 mg/kg; concentrations
greater than 1 mg/kg are potentially phytotoxic. Its
toxicities are well documented for plants and
livestock; however, it is also considered a trace
nutrient. Concentrations above 390 mg/kg may result
in adverse health effects in humans. Typical
detection limits for field-portable XRF instruments
range from 10 to 20 mg/kg. Most selenium is
associated with sulfur or sulfide minerals, where
concentrations can exceed 200 mg/kg. Selenium can
be measured by both ICP-AES and XRF; however,
detection limits using XRF usually exceed the



ecological risk-based screening levels for soil.
Analytical results for selenium using ICP-AES and
XRF are expected to be comparable.

1.5.11 Silver

Naturally occurring silver in surface soils typically
ranges from 0.01 to 5 mg/kg; concentrations greater
than 2 mg/kg are potentially phytotoxic. In addition,
concentrations that exceed 390 mg/kg may result in
adverse effects in humans. Typical detection lim